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Tablel. Some physico-chemical properties of studied soil
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Table 2. Nitrogen percentage and description of treatments
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Table 3. Variance analysis for the effects of different treatments on growth parameters of maize
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Table 4. Variance analysis for the effect of different treatments on nitrogen, phosphor and potassium
content in maize
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Figure 1. The effect of the experiment treatments on height in maize plant

o O
J
o
.]U

|

NN

o
1 1

P N WO b~ g o
o o
1

() Jido IS asls
Chlorophyll Index (SPAD)
o

o
|

TO

C

U+Vi

o
(=

C|

)

U+Mi U+Vp U+Mp

Treatments

Lo

@53 0l 50 Judg IS (ol (olalosT gl jlous 51 -Y Y
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Figure 3. The effect of the experiment treatments on shoot diameter in maize
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Figure 5. The effect of experiment treatments on nitrogen percentage in maize

0/35 ~ a a
0/3 -
7
. 0/25 - /
18 o b g
e | _
Y = 0/15 %
=3 on- %
0/05 - Z
0 - . . . A
TO U U+Vi U+Mi U+Vp U+Mp
Treatments
o Lo

@33 0l 40 phund w0 yd g iwlojT sl o T —F JSB
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Study on the Effects of Humic Acid-Urea Fertilizers Application on Some
Agronomic Characteristics of Maize (Zea Mays L)
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Abstract

In order to investigate the effect of urea with humic acid vermicompost and urea with humic acid
mushroom compost substrate application on some nutrients concentration and some growth
characteristics of maize plant (Zea mays cv. single cross-704 ), a greenhouse experiment was conducted
in randomized completely design with three replications. This study compared five different types of
treatments which were urea without additives (U), urea with pure humic acid vermicompost powdered
form (U+Vp), urea with pure humic acid mushroom compost substrate powdered form (U+Mp), urea
with impure humic acid vermicompost powdered form (U+Vi), urea with impure humic acid mushroom
compost substrate powdered form (U+Mi). The results indicated that plant high, shoot dry and fresh
weight were markedly higher when humic acid-urea fertilizers were applied. In addition, the results
indicated that the concentration of P, K and N in maize plant significantly increased by humic acid-urea
experiment treatments. The greatest amount of phosphorus, potassium and nitrogen observed in treatment
maize plants received urea with pure humic acid vermicompost powdered form (U+Vp), urea with pure
humic acid mushroom powdered form (U+Mp), urea with impure humic acid vermicompost powdered
form (U+Vi) and urea with impure humic acid mushroom compost substrate powdered form (U+Mi).
Some agronomic characteristics of maize plants were markedly increased when humic acid- urea
fertilizers were applied.
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